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Preface  
 

The Michigan Behavioral Risk Factor Survey (BRFS) is a statewide, random-digit dialed 
telephone survey of adult residents aged 18 years and older.  State-specific, population-based 
prevalence estimates and confidence interval limits of health risk behaviors, preventive health 
practices, and chronic conditions are calculated yearly (see annual tables at 
http://www.michigan.gov/mdch/0,1607,7-132--12702--,00.html).  Region-specific and local 
health department-specific prevalence rates are also computed using five years of combined 
data and are presented in the following tables. 
 
A combined 2000-2004 Michigan BRFS dataset maximized the available sample size and was 
used to calculate the prevalence estimates of health risk behaviors, preventive health practices, 
and chronic conditions by Community Health Assessment Region and Local Health Department 
(LHD).  Estimates are reported for geographic subgroups with a sample size of at least 50 
respondents.  The 2000-2004 estimates have been weighted to adjust for the probabilities of 
selection, and a post-stratification weighting factor that adjusts for the distribution of Michigan 
adults by age, sex, and race at the state level.  No additional weighting factors have been 
computed for the regional or local health department level. 
 
These analyses were performed in SUDAAN, a statistical computing program that was 
designed for complex sample surveys.  In tables of MI BRFS results from previous years, 
confidence intervals were presented as +/- half of the width of a symmetric confidence interval 
(1.96 times the standard error).  In these 2000-2004 MI BRFS tables, however, asymmetric 
confidence intervals are included as they are now calculated by SUDAAN (version 9.0). 
 
If you have any questions about these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook, MDCH at 
CookM1@michigan.gov.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared January 4, 2006.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 1:  Health Status 
 

by Community Health Assessment Region 
& Local Health Department 

 

2000-2004 Michigan BRFS 

  Geographic Area General Health,  
Fair or Poora 

 % 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

  Michigan Total 14.3 (13.8 – 14.8) 

       Region 1 14.2 (13.3 – 15.1) 

Livingston 6.8 (4.5 – 10.3) 
Macomb 14.8 (12.6 – 17.2) 
Monroe 11.4 (7.8 – 16.3) 
Oakland 11.2 (9.9 – 12.8) 
St. Clair 13.2 (9.9 – 17.6) 
Washtenaw 7.6 (5.6 – 10.4) 
City of Detroit 21.8 (19.3 – 24.6) 
Wayne exc. Detroit 14.5 (12.7 – 16.5) 

       Region 2 14.7 (12.5 – 17.2) 

Genesee 14.8 (12.1 – 17.9) 
Lapeer 12.5 (8.2 – 18.7) 
Shiawassee 17.0 (11.7 – 24.1) 

       Region 3 15.6 (12.4 – 19.4) 

Jackson 17.5 (13.4 – 22.5) 
Lenawee 12.7 (8.2 – 19.2) 

       Region 4 11.7 (10.0 – 13.7) 

Barry-Eaton 12.7 (9.5 – 16.8) 
Mid-Michiganb 16.4 (13.0 – 20.4) 
Ingham 10.9 (8.7 – 13.6) 

       Region 5 16.1 (13.8 – 18.7) 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 17.9 (13.7 – 23.1) 
Calhoun 18.3 (13.9 – 23.8) 
Kalamazoo 13.3 (10.3 – 17.0) 

Region 6 13.6 (11.0 – 16.7) 
Van Buren-Cass 14.6 (10.8 – 19.4) 
Berrien 12.7 (9.3 – 17.1) 

 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 1 Cont’d 

Ge
F

neral He

 %
95% 

ce 
al 

 Confiden
Interv

(10.2 – 12.8) 

Ionia 18.3 (11.9 – 27.1) 

Mid-Michiganb 16.4 (13.0 – 20.4) 
Ottawa 8.2 (6.1 – 11.1) 
ion 8 15.1 (12.8 – 17.7) 
District #10 17.0 (14.0 – 20.4) 
Muskegon 12.2 (9.0 – 16.5) 
ion 9 15.4 (13.2 – 17.9) 
District #2 19.8 (14.8 – 26.0) 
District #4 19.9 (14.8 – 26.3) 
Northwest Michigan 15.8 (11.8 – 20.9) 
Benzie-Leelanau 8.0 (4.0 – 15.3) 
Grand Traverse 9.6 (6.1 – 14.8) 
ion 10 16.5 (14.1 – 19.2) 
Bay 16.5 (11.8 – 22.5) 
Huron 14.5 (8.5 – 23.7) 
Saginaw 17.5 (13.9 – 21.9) 
Sanilac 18.7 (11.6 – 28.8) 

Central Michigan 18.8 (15.3 – 22.9) 
Midland 11.2 (8.0 – 15.4) 
ion 12 17.1 (14.5 – 20.1) 
Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 16.4 (10.1 – 25.4) 
Western Upper Peninsula 19.2 (13.6 – 26.4) 
Delta-Menominee 15.8 (10.5 – 23.1) 
Chippewa 26.3 (17.3 – 37.7) 
Dickinson-Iron 16.5 (10.5 – 25.1) 
Marquette 11.7 (7.7 – 17.5) 

portion who reported t ral, wa er fair or poor. 

 counties, w

  Geographic Area alth,  
air or Poora 

  Michigan Total 14.3 (13.8 – 14.8) 
Region 7 11.4 

Allegan 9.2 (6.3 – 13.2) 

Kent 10.8 (9.3 – 12.5) 

Reg

Reg

Reg

Tuscola 13.3 (8.5 – 20.4) 
Region 11 16.4 (13.8 – 19.5) 

Reg

a The pro hat their health, in gene s eith
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and 
Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 hile Montcalm is a Region 
7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only 
the respective counties were included in the Regional estimate. 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 2:  No Health Care Coverage Among Adults Aged 18-64 Years 
 

by Community Health Assessmen
& Local Health Departmen

 

2000-2004 Michigan BRFS 

t Region 
t 

o H Care Coverag

95% Confiden
Interval 

al 2.5 (11.9 – 13.2

1.5 (10.5 – 12.

ton .8 (5.5 – 13.8
b .6 (9.3 – 14.5

onroe .1 (4.5 – 14.2
d .0 (5.6 – 8.8)
ir 4.4 (10.0 – 20.

ashtenaw .2 (6.5 – 12.8
 Detroit 8.4 (15.6 – 21.6

1.9 (9.9 – 14.3

2.4 (10.0 – 15.3

ee .6 (11.5 – 18.

iawassee .8 (3.8 – 15.3

4.3 (10.5 – 19.

n 4.3 (9.8 – 20.5
ee 4.2 (8.4 – 22.8

0.1 (8.1 – 12.5

rry-Eaton .2 (5.8 – 14.3
ichiganb .6 (6.0 – 12.4

 0.5 (7.7 – 14.2

n 5 5.6 (12.8 – 18.8

-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 8.0 (12.9 – 24.4
n 0.4 (14.6 – 27.8

azoo 1.0 (7.7 – 15.4
4.3 (10.8 – 18.8

uren-Cass 2.9 (8.1 – 19.8

 
 
 

  Geographic Area N ealth ea 

 % ce 

  Michigan Tot 1 ) 

       Region 1 1 5) 

Livings 8 ) 
Macom 11 ) 
M 8 ) 
Oaklan 7  
St. Cla 1 3) 
W 9 ) 
City of 1 ) 
Wayne exc. Detroit 1 ) 

       Region 2 1 ) 

Genes 14 4) 
Lapeer 6.2 (3.2 – 11.8) 
Sh 7 ) 

       Region 3 1 1) 

Jackso 1 ) 
Lenaw 1 ) 

       Region 4 1 ) 

Ba 9 ) 
Mid-M 8 ) 
Ingham 1 ) 

       Regio 1 ) 

Branch 1 ) 
Calhou 2 ) 
Kalam 1 ) 

Region 6 1 ) 
Van B 1 ) 
Berrien 15.4 (10.7 – 21.7) 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 2 Cont’d 

No He

 % Interval 

(9.0 – 12.2) 

Ionia 11.9 (6.4 – 20.9) 
Kent 10.5 (8.6 – 12.9) 

ion 8 16.2 (13.2 – 19.6) 

ion 9 16.6 (13.5 – 20.1) 

Benzie-Leelanau 6.0 (2.6 – 13.5) 
Grand Traverse 14.4 (9.4 – 21.7) 
ion 10 10.6 (8.3 – 13.5) 
Bay 10.2 (5.7 – 17.4) 
Huron 11.8 (5.2 – 24.6) 
Saginaw 10.7 (7.4 – 15.1) 
Sanilac 14.7 (7.6 – 26.7) 
Tuscola 7.9 (3.8 – 15.5) 
ion 11 14.6 (11.5 – 18.4) 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 27.2 (17.4 – 39.9) 
Western Upper Peninsula 20.9 (13.7 – 30.6) 
Delta-Menominee 13.3 (7.9 – 21.5) 
Chippewa 25.5 (15.5 – 39.0) 
Dickinson-Iron 19.1 (9.5 – 34.5) 
Marquette 14.6 (7.3 – 27.0) 

is

  Geographic Area alth Care Coveragea 

95% Confidence 

  Michigan Total 12.5 (11.9 – 13.2) 
Region 7 10.5 

Allegan 16.9 (11.6 – 24.0) 

Mid-Michiganb 8.6 (6.0 – 12.4) 
Ottawa 8.7 (5.9 – 12.6) 

Reg
District #10 14.3 (11.1 – 18.3) 
Muskegon 18.9 (13.8 – 25.4) 

Reg
District #2 19.6 (13.3 – 27.9) 
District #4 16.8 (10.8 – 25.2) 
Northwest Michigan 19.5 (13.3 – 27.6) 

Reg

Reg
Central Michigan 17.6 (13.4 – 22.7) 
Midland 8.3 (4.9 – 14.0) 

Region 12 19.3 (15.7 – 23.6) 

a Among those aged 18-64 years, the proportion who reported having no health care coverage, 
including health insurance, prepaid plans such as HMOs, or government plans, such as Medicare. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department cons ts of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were included in the 
Regional estimate. 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 3:  Weight Status 
 

by Community Health Assessment Region 
& Local Health Department 

 

2000-2004 Michigan BRFS 

ight  Not Ov

% fidence 
erval 

36.5 7 – 37.3) 3

35.9  – 37.2) 39.2 

37.2  – 43.4) 40.8 
37.  – 40.8) 40.4 
37.  – 44.3) 37.7 
36.4 0 – 38.9) 4
39.9 7 – 46.4) 3
34.9 6 – 39.4) 4

 33.5 4 – 36.7) 3
it 34.8 2 – 37.5) 4

38.4 1 – 41.8) 3

37.  – 41.8) 35.1 
39.1  – 47.8) 37.4 
41.3  – 50.2) 31.3 

36.1  – 40.8) 39.3 

35.5  – 41.5) 38.6 
36.9  – 44.8) 40.3 

35.7  – 38.8) 40.1 

36.  – 42.8) 37.6 
d 35.1 2 – 40.2) 3

34.2 0 – 38.7) 4

t.Joseph 33.6 (28.0 32.2 0 – 37.9) 3
30.0 43.5 9 – 50.4) 2

36.8  – 42.0) 43.2 
38.8 5 – 43.4) 3
37.6  – 44.2) 38.9 
39.9  – 46.3) 36.3 

  Geographic Area Obesea Overwe b erweight or Obesec

 % 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

95% 
Con

Int
% 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

  Michigan Total 24.9 (24.2 – 25.6)  (35. 8.6 (37.8 – 39.4) 

       Region 1 24.9 (23.8 – 26.1)  (34.7 (37.9 – 40.5) 

Livingston 22.1 (17.3 – 27.7)  (31.3 (34.8 – 47.1) 
Macomb 22.2 (19.5 – 25.1) 5 (34.3 (37.1 – 43.7) 
Monroe 24.8 (19.6 – 30.9) 5 (31.2 (31.3 – 44.5) 
Oakland 20.7 (18.7 – 22.8)  (34. 2.9 (40.4 – 45.5) 
St. Clair 25.2 (20.2 – 31.0)  (33. 4.9 (29.3 – 41.0) 
Washtenaw 19.0 (15.6 – 22.9)  (30. 6.2 (41.6 – 50.8) 
City of Detroit 35.7 (32.5 – 39.0) (30. 0.9 (27.8 – 34.1) 
Wayne exc. Detro 24.9 (22.6 – 27.4)  (32. 0.3 (37.5 – 43.1) 

       Region 2 26.7 (23.8 – 29.8)  (35. 5.0 (31.7 – 38.3) 

Genesee 27.2 (23.8 – 31.0) 7 (33.8 (31.3 – 39.1) 
Lapeer 23.5 (17.3 – 31.2)  (31.0 (29.1 – 46.5) 
Shiawassee 27.5 (20.4 – 35.9)  (32.9 (23.7 – 39.9) 

       Region 3 24.6 (20.8 – 28.9)  (31.6 (34.6 – 44.3) 

Jackson 25.9 (20.9 – 31.6)  (29.9 (32.8 – 44.9) 
Lenawee 22.8 (17.1 – 29.7)  (29.7 (32.7 – 48.4) 

       Region 4 24.2 (21.6 – 27.0)  (32.7 (37.0 – 43.3) 

Barry-Eaton 25.5 (20.7 – 31.0) 9 (31.4 (32.1 – 43.4) 
Mid-Michigan 27.1 (22.7 – 31.9)  (30. 7.9 (32.9 – 43.2) 
Ingham 23.7 (20.1 – 27.7)  (30. 2.1 (37.7 – 46.7) 

       Region 5 26.9 (24.0 – 30.1) 37.1 (33.8 – 40.4) 36.0 (32.8 – 39.3) 

Branch-Hillsdale-S  – 39.7)  (27. 4.2 (28.8 – 40.0) 
Calhoun (24.4 – 36.3)  (36. 6.5 (21.2 – 32.5) 
Kalamazoo 20.0 (16.2 – 24.4)  (31.9 (38.1 – 48.5) 

Region 6 23.7 (20.1 – 27.6)  (34. 7.5 (33.1 – 42.1) 
Van Buren-Cass 23.5 (18.3 – 29.6)  (31.4 (32.5 – 45.8) 
Berrien 23.8 (19.1 – 29.2)  (33.9 (30.4 – 42.7) 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 3 Cont’d 

Obesea Overweight

95% 

Inte Interv Interval 

(20.0 – 23.6) (34.2 – 38.5) (39.8 – 44.2) 
0.5 – 43.7

Ionia 23.5 (16.8 – 31.9) 40.1 (31.2 – 49.7) 36.4 (27.8 – 45.9) 

Ottawa 19.1 (15.7 – 23.1) 40.0 (35.3 – 44.9) 40.9 (36.1 – 45.8) 
ion 8 25.2 (22.3 – 28.4) 36.7 (33.2 – 40.3) 38.1 (34.6 – 41.7) 
District #10 26.3 (22.6 – 30.4) 38.4 (34.1 – 42.9) 35.2 (31.1 – 39.7) 
Muskegon 23.5 (18.8 – 28.8) 34.0 (28.4 – 40.2) 42.5 (36.5 – 48.8) 

District #2 30.1 (23.7 – 37.4) 40.9 (33.4 – 48.9) 29.0 (22.7 – 36.2) 
District #4 28.6 (22.3 – 35.9) 38.0 (31.0 – 45.6) 33.4 (26.6 – 40.9) 
Northwest Michigan 25.5 (20.1 – 31.7) 37.0 (30.8 – 43.7) 37.5 (31.3 – 44.2) 
Benzie-Leelanau 21.5 (14.4 – 30.7) 43.2 (33.3 – 53.6) 35.4 (26.4 – 45.5) 
Grand Traverse 22.9 (16.9 – 30.3) 37.4 (30.1 – 45.2) 39.7 (32.5 – 47.4) 
ion 10 28.6 (25.4 – 32.0) 35.3 (31.9 – 38.8) 36.2 (32.7 – 39.8) 
Bay 26.4 (20.6 – 33.3) 34.6 (28.3 – 41.6) 38.9 (31.9 – 46.4) 
Huron 24.6 (16.6 – 34.9) 36.5 (25.9 – 48.6) 38.9 (27.8 – 51.2) 
Saginaw 32.7 (27.5 – 38.3) 33.4 (28.4 – 38.9) 33.9 (28.9 – 39.4) 
Sanilac 25.0 (16.6 – 35.8) 37.0 (26.5 – 48.9) 38.0 (27.2 – 50.2) 

Central Michigan 26.9 (22.6 – 31.7) 36.2 (31.3 – 41.4) 36.9 (31.9 – 42.2) 
Midland 22.6 (18.0 – 28.0) 33.1 (27.2 – 39.7) 44.3 (37.6 – 51.1) 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 36.8 (26.7 – 48.1) 27.7 (19.8 – 37.2) 35.6 (25.9 – 46.6) 
Western Upper Peninsula 20.9 (15.1 – 28.2) 40.5 (32.6 – 48.8) 38.7 (30.5 – 47.5) 
Delta-Menominee 29.3 (22.1 – 37.7) 39.1 (31.0 – 27.8) 31.6 (24.4 – 39.9) 
Chippewa 21.6 (13.5 – 32.9) 48.5 (37.0 – 60.2) 29.9 (20.8 – 41.0) 
Dickinson-Iron 13.4 (8.1 – 21.5) 45.4 (34.9 – 56.4) 41.2 (31.2 – 51.9) 
Marquette 19.8 (13.8 – 27.7) 37.2 (28.5 – 46.7) 43.0 (33.3 – 53.3) 
dy Mass In ) divided by hei  (in me s) squared [weig n kg/(h  in  

 Geographic Area b Not Overweight or Obesec

 % Confidence 
rval 

% 
95% 

Confidence 
al 

% 
95% 

Confidence 

 Michigan Total 24.9 (24.2 – 25.6) 36.5 (35.7 – 37.3) 38.6 (37.8 – 39.4) 

Region 7 21.7 36.3 42.0 
Allegan 23.1 (18.0 – 29.2) 36.9 (3 ) 40.0 (33.5 – 46.9) 

Kent 20.7 (18.5 – 23.2) 34.8 (32.1 – 37.6) 44.5 (41.6 – 47.4) 
Mid-Michigand 27.1 (22.7 – 31.9) 35.1 (30.2 – 40.2) 37.9 (32.9 – 43.2) 

Reg

Region 9 26.1 (23.2 – 29.3) 38.7 (35.3 – 42.2) 35.2 (32.0 – 38.6) 

Reg

Tuscola 24.7 (17.3 – 34.0) 40.1 (30.9 – 50.0) 35.2 (26.3 – 45.2) 
Region 11 25.6 (22.3 – 29.3) 35.3 (31.4 – 39.4) 39.1 (35.0 – 43.4) 

Region 12 23.7 (20.5 – 27.3) 39.3 (35.5 – 43.3) 36.9 (33.1 – 41.0) 

Note:  Bo dex (BMI) is defined as weight (in kilograms ght ter ht i eight
meters)2].  Weight and height are self-reported. 
a The proportion whose BMI ≥ 30.0. 
b The proportion whose BMI ≥ 25.0 and < 30.0. 
c The proportion whose BMI < 25.0. 
d The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, 
while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties 
were included in the Regional estimate. 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 

11 



  MICHIGAN BRFS REGIONAL & LHD ESTIMATES 2000-2004         APRIL 28, 2006  

 
Table 4:  No Leisure-Time Physical Activity 

by Community Health Assessment Region 
& Local Health Department 

2 -20 RF

 

 

04 Michigan B000 S 

o Activity  

95% Confid ce 
Interval 

3.1 (22.4 – 23 ) 

       Region 1 2 .5)3.4 (22.4 – 24  

9.1 (14.6 – 24 ) 
3.3 (20.7 – 26 ) 
0.4 (15.4 – 26 ) 
9.0 (17.1 – 21 ) 
2.2 (17.6 – 27 ) 
7.2 (14.1 – 21 ) 
1.7 (28.7 – 34 ) 

Wayne exc. Detroit 2 .84.4 (22.1 – 26 ) 

       Region 2 2 .6)5.6 (22.9 – 28  

5.0 (18.5 – 32 ) 

       Region 3 2 .8)0.8 (17.3 – 24  

8.2 (14.3 – 23 ) 
4.7 (18.7 – 31 ) 

0.2 (17.8 – 22  

9.7 (15.5 – 24 ) 
2.0 (18.2 – 26 ) 
0.8 (17.3 – 24 ) 

       Region 5 2 .1)3.2 (20.5 – 26  

Branch-Hillsdale-St.J  2 .1oseph 6.6 (21.8 – 32 ) 
Calhoun 2 .66.5 (21.2 – 32 ) 

8.6 (14.9 – 23 ) 

Berrien 

 

 

  Geographic Area N a

 % en

  Michigan Total 2 .8

Livingston 1 .6
Macomb 2 .2
Monroe 2 .6
Oakland 1 .1
St. Clair 2 .6
Washtenaw 1 .0
City of Detroit 3 .8

Genesee 24.8 (21.6 – 28.3) 
Lapeer 2 .9
Shiawassee 30.9 (23.5 – 39.6) 

Jackson 1 .0
Lenawee 2 .8

       Region 4 2 .9)

Barry-Eaton 1 .7
Mid-Michiganb 2 .4
Ingham 2 .9

Kalamazoo 1 .0
Region 6 24.7 (21.1 – 28.8) 

Van Buren-Cass 25.4 (20.1 – 31.5) 
24.2 (19.5 – 29.7) 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 4 Cont’d 

  Geographic Area 

  Michigan Total 23.1 23.8) (22.4 – 

(15.8 – 26.6) 

Kent 19.4 (17.3 – 21.7) 

District #10 23.5 (20.1 – 27.3) 
Muskegon 25.6 (20.5 – 31.4) 

District #2 29.2 (22.7 – 36.7) 
District #4 27.8 (21.7 – 34.9) 
Northwest Michigan 22.5 (17.4 – 28.5) 

Grand Traverse 18.5 (13.1 – 25.6) 
ion 10 25.1 (22.1 – 28.4) 
Bay 19.6 (14.5 – 25.9) 
Huron 23.4 (14.9 – 34.7) 
Saginaw 25.9 (21.4 – 30.9) 
Sanilac 32.2 (22.0 – 44.4) 
Tuscola 28.7 (20.3 – 38.9) 

Region 11 24.1 (20.7 – 27.8) 

Midland 17.7 (13.5 – 22.9) 

Western Upper Peninsula 25.1 (18.5 – 33.0) 
Delta-Menominee 25.5 (18.8 – 33.6) 
Chippewa 21.7 (14.0 – 32.1) 
Dickinson-Iron 28.4 (20.1 – 38.5) 
Marquette 20.6 (14.4 – 28.6) 

portion who reported  any ph
ing for within the past m

No Activitya 

 % 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Region 7 19.7 (18.0 – 21.4) 
Allegan 20.7 
Ionia 26.2 (18.6 – 35.6) 

Mid-Michiganb 22.0 (18.2 – 26.4) 
Ottawa 16.0 (12.9 – 19.7) 

Region 8 24.3 (21.4 – 27.5) 

Region 9 23.5 (20.7 – 26.6) 

Benzie-Leelanau 16.1 (10.1 – 24.5) 

Reg

Central Michigan 27.0 (22.6 – 31.9) 

Region 12 25.1 (21.9 – 28.6) 
Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 29.9 (21.3 – 40.0) 

a The pro  that they did not participate in ysical activities, recreation, or 
exercises in their leisure time (such as running, golf, or walk exercise) onth.
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were included in the 
Regional estimate. 

 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 5:  Fruit and Vegetable Consumption 
 

y Community Health Assessment R
& Local Health Department 

 

2000, 2002, 2003 Michigan BRFS 

b egion 

/daya 

% Confidenc
Interval 

78.1 (77.2 – 78.9) 

ion 1 77.7 (76.3 – 79.1) 

Livingston 74.5 (66.3 – 81.3) 
Macomb 81.1 (77.5 – 84.2) 
Monroe 83.5 (75.6 – 89.3) 
Oakland 75.5 (72.6 – 78.2) 
St. Clair 79.3 (72.1 – 85.1) 
Washtenaw 71.5 (65.9 – 76.4) 
City of Detroit 78.8 (74.8 – 82.3) 
Wayne exc. Detroit 79.3 (76.3 – 82.1) 

ion 2 79.1 (75.1 – 82.5) 

Genesee 78.1 (73.2 – 82.2) 
Lapeer 80.5 (70.0 – 87.3) 
Shiawassee 83.1 (72.7 – 90.1) 

ion 3 76.9 (71.0 – 82.0) 

Jackson 75.2 (67.3 – 81.6) 
Lenawee 79.5 (69.8 – 86.7) 

Barry-Eaton 79.6 (72.8 – 85.0) 
Mid-Michigan  b 83.9 (78.5 – 88.1) 
Ingham 79.3 (74.1 – 83.6) 

ion 5 77.0 (72.9 – 80.7) 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 81.1 (74.1 – 86.5) 
Calhoun 75.0 (66.9 – 81.7) 
Kalamazoo 75.1 (68.2 – 80.9) 
ion 6 77.3 (72.0 – 81.9) 
Van Buren-Cass 81.0 (73.5 – 86.7) 
Berrien 74.3 (66.4 – 80.9) 

 

  Geographic Area <5 times

 % 95 e 

  Michigan Total 

       Reg

       Reg

       Reg

       Region 4 79.6 (76.1 – 82.7) 

       Reg

Reg

 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 5 Cont’d 

 <5 times

Interv

(77.7 – 81.9) 

Ionia 84.2 (73.8 – 90.9) 
Kent 78.9 (76.1 – 81.4) 

ion 8 76.0 (71.6 – 79.9) 

ion 9 79.0 (75.1 – 82.3) 
District #2 79.2 (69.0 – 86.8) 
District #4 82.6 (74.2 – 88.6) 

Benzie-Leelanau 73.7 (60.4 – 83.7) 
Grand Traverse 76.6 (67.4 – 83.8) 
ion 10 81.2 (77.5 – 84.4) 
Bay 83.3 (75.9 – 88.7) 
Huron 70.5 (56.2 – 81.6) 
Saginaw 81.7 (75.7 – 86.6) 
Sanilac 85.7 (74.5 – 92.5) 
Tuscola 80.9 (69.8 – 88.6) 
ion 11 75.9 (70.9 – 80.3) 

Midland 72.0 (64.5 – 78.5) 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 71.0 (55.9 – 82.6) 
Western Upper Peninsula 71.7 (61.1 – 80.3) 
Delta-Menominee 79.1 (67.8 – 87.1) 
Chippewa -----c  
Dickinson-Iron 73.8 (60.2 – 84.0) 
Marquette 66.7 (52.9 – 78.1) 

portion wh (includi nd vegetables w

is

  Geographic Area /daya 

 % 95% Confidence 
al 

  Michigan Total 78.1 (77.2 – 78.9) 

Region 7 79.9 
Allegan 79.8 (71.9 – 85.9) 

Mid-Michiganb 83.9 (78.5 – 88.1) 
Ottawa 78.0 (72.5 – 82.7) 

Reg
District #10 75.0 (69.4 – 79.8) 
Muskegon 77.6 (70.0 – 83.8) 

Reg

Northwest Michigan 79.5 (72.4 – 85.1) 

Reg

Reg
Central Michigan 77.7 (71.1 – 83.2) 

Region 12 73.3 (68.2 – 77.8) 

a The pro ose total reported consumption of fruits ng juice) a as 
less than five times per day. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department cons ts of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were included in the 
Regional estimate. 
c Sample size was too small (< 50) to compute a prevalence in this subgroup, but respondents 
from this local health department were included in the regional prevalence estimate.  

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 6:  High Blood Pressure 
 

y Community Health Assessment R
& Local Health Department 

 

1999, 2001, 2003 Michigan BRFS 

b egion 

% Confidenc
Interval 

26.5 (25.5 – 27.4) 

ion 1 26.6 (25.1 – 28.1) 

Monroe 29.3 (21.4 – 38.6) 

St. Clair 27.5 (20.7 – 35.4) 
Washtenaw 16.7 (12.8 – 21.5) 
City of Detroit 36.7 (32.5 – 41.2) 
Wayne exc. Detroit 25.1 (22.2 – 28.3) 

ion 2 26.4 (22.8 – 30.4) 

Genesee 28.3 (23.8 – 33.3) 
Lapeer 19.1 (12.2 – 28.5) 
Shiawassee 26.4 (17.5 – 37.7) 

ion 3 26.5 (21.2 – 32.6) 

Jackson 27.6 (20.7 – 35.8) 
Lenawee 25.1 (17.5 – 34.6) 

ion 4 25.7 (22.2 – 29.5) 

Barry-Eaton 29.8 (23.3 – 37.3) 
Mid-Michiganb 25.1 (19.7 – 31.3) 
Ingham 24.7 (19.7 – 30.4) 

ion 5 27.5 (23.7 – 31.6) 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 31.1 (24.1 – 39.0) 
Calhoun 33.8 (26.0 – 42.5) 
Kalamazoo (16.5 – 27.4) 21.5 
ion 6 32.4 (26.6 – 38.8) 
Van Buren-Cass 25.5 (18.3 – 34.3) 
Berrien 39.1 (30.7 – 48.3) 

 

 

  Geographic Area Ever Told High Blood Pressurea 

 % 95 e 

  Michigan Total 

       Reg

Livingston 14.8 (9.8 – 21.5) 
Macomb 24.8 (21.3 – 28.6) 

Oakland 25.9 (23.2 – 28.9) 

       Reg

       Reg

       Reg

       Reg

Reg

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 

16 



  MICHIGAN BRFS REGIONAL & LHD ESTIMATES 2000-2004         APRIL 28, 2006  

Table 6 Cont’d 

 Ever Told High B

Interval 

(21.3 – 26.7) 

Ionia 18.8 (10.8 – 30.6) 
Kent 21.8 (18.4 – 25.6) 

ion 8 25.1 (21.3 – 29.3) 

ion 9 27.2 (23.4 – 31.5) 
District #2 30.2 (22.2 – 39.6) 
District #4 44.9 (35.1 – 55.2) 

Benzie-Leelanau 19.3 (10.4 – 32.8) 
Grand Traverse 17.1 (10.8 – 25.9) 
ion 10 30.1 (25.9 – 34.7) 
Bay 34.6 (26.2 – 44.0) 
Huron -----c  
Saginaw 27.6 (21.6 – 34.4) 
Sanilac 27.6 (16.5 – 42.3) 
Tuscola 25.6 (15.3 – 39.6) 
ion 11 24.8 (20.2 – 30.1) 

Midland 23.8 (16.5 – 33.0) 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 31.2 (20.0 – 45.2) 
Western Upper Peninsula 31.1 (21.8 – 42.1) 
Delta-Menominee 24.8 (16.0 – 36.3) 
Chippewa -----c  
Dickinson-Iron 24.4 (15.2 – 36.9) 
Marquette 21.6 (12.9 – 34.0) 

portion wh

is

  Geographic Area lood Pressurea 

 % 95% Confidence 

  Michigan Total 26.5 (25.5 – 27.4) 

Region 7 23.9 
Allegan 23.1 (16.2 – 31.8) 

Mid-Michiganb 25.1 (19.7 – 31.3) 
Ottawa 28.4 (22.7 – 35.0) 

Reg
District #10 27.5 (22.4 – 33.2) 
Muskegon 21.5 (16.3 – 27.8) 

Reg

Northwest Michigan 22.5 (16.0 – 30.8) 

Reg

Reg
Central Michigan 25.4 (19.8 – 32.0) 

Region 12 27.5 (23.1 – 32.5) 

a The pro o said that they had ever been told by a health professional that their blood 
pressure was high. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department cons ts of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were included in the 
Regional estimate. 
c Sample size was too small (< 50) to compute a prevalence in this subgroup, but respondents 
from this local health department were included in the regional prevalence estimate.  

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 7:  Cholesterol Screening and Awareness 
 

y Community Health Asses
& Local Health Department 

 

1999, 2001, 2003 Michigan BRFS 

b sment Region 

lesterol 

%
95% 

nfidence 
Interval 

34 .3 – 35.6) 

33 .7 – 35.2) 

33 .8 – 42.7) 
38 .6 – 42.8) 
36 .8 – 47.5) 
35 .1 – 38.9) 
33 .6 – 43.1) 
23 .2 – 29.2) 
31 .2 – 36.8) 

it 33 .4 – 36.7) 

38 .1 – 43.9) 

41 .7 – 47.7) 
30 .4 – 42.5) 
35 .1 – 48.7) 

38

33 .9 – 37.8) 

36 .2 – 45.1) 
44 .5 – 52.2) 
27 .2 – 34.3) 

80.5 (76. 28 .0 – 33.0) 

t.Joseph 79.5 32 .5 – 41.4) 
27 .9 – 36.7) 
25
29 .9 – 36.5) 
36 .8 – 46.9) 

80.3 (71.1 – 87.1) 24.2 (17.3 – 32.8) 72

  Geographic Area Cholesterol Ever 
Checkeda 

Ever Told Cho
Was Highb 

Cholesterol Checked 
Within Past 5 Yearsc 

 % 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

 Co % 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

  Michigan Total 78.7 (77.7 – 79.7) .5 (33 73.8 (72.8 – 74.8) 

       Region 1 80.2 (78.7 – 81.7) .4 (31 76.3 (74.6 – 77.8) 

Livingston 76.4 (67.6 – 83.4) .1 (24 70.3 (61.4 – 77.8) 
Macomb 79.7 (75.5 – 83.4) .1 (33 76.1 (71.8 – 79.9) 
Monroe 66.0 (55.1 – 75.4) .5 (26 64.7 (53.8 – 74.2) 
Oakland 83.7 (80.7 – 86.3) .4 (32 80.1 (77.0 – 82.8) 
St. Clair 79.9 (71.8 – 86.2) .8 (25 76.6 (68.2 – 83.3) 
Washtenaw 83.7 (78.3 – 88.0) .3 (18 74.0 (67.8 – 79.4) 
City of Detroit 76.4 (72.3 – 80.1) .8 (27 74.5 (70.3 – 78.3) 
Wayne exc. Detro 81.6 (78.2 – 84.6) .0 (29 77.0 (73.4 – 80.2) 

       Region 2 77.9 (73.5 – 81.7) .9 (34 74.0 (69.5 – 78.0) 

Genesee 78.0 (72.8 – 82.5) .6 (35 75.1 (69.8 – 79.8) 
Lapeer 69.3 (57.0 – 79.4) .4 (20 59.9 (48.0 – 70.8) 
Shiawassee 88.4 (78.3 – 94.1) .4 (24 86.2 (75.9 – 92.5) 

       Region 3 80.2 (73.7 – 85.4) .9 (32.0 – 46.3) 72.9 (66.1 – 78.8) 

Jackson 86.1 (78.1 – 91.6) 39.3 (30.4 – 49.0) 76.7 (67.8 – 83.7) 
Lenawee 72.6 (61.7 – 81.3) 38.3 (27.7 – 50.1) 68.1 (57.2 – 77.4) 

       Region 4 77.9 (73.8 – 81.5) .2 (28 72.4 (68.1 – 76.3) 

Barry-Eaton 76.6 (68.5 – 83.1) .2 (28 70.6 (62.5 – 77.6) 
Mid-Michigand 79.4 (72.0 – 85.3) .2 (36 74.0 (66.4 – 80.4) 
Ingham 76.7 (70.6 – 81.9) .8 (22 71.4 (65.0 – 77.1) 

       Region 5 5 – 84.0) .3 (24 73.3 (69.0 – 77.3) 

Branch-Hillsdale-S (71.6 – 85.6) .4 (24 72.7 (64.5 – 79.6) 
Calhoun 84.3 (76.8 – 89.7) .5 (19 78.0 (69.8 – 84.5) 
Kalamazoo 79.2 (72.7 – 84.4) .8 (19.7 – 33.0) 71.2 (64.3 – 77.2) 

Region 6 77.3 (70.6 – 82.8) .8 (23 71.3 (64.6 – 77.3) 
Van Buren-Cass 74.0 (63.9 – 82.1) .2 (26 70.4 (60.2 – 78.8) 
Berrien .3 (62.9 – 80.0) 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 7 Cont’d 

Checkeda 

95% 

Interval Interval 

(75.8 – 81.6) (31.2 – 38.0) (70.0 – 76.2) 

Ionia 85.0 (72.5 – 92.4) 26.3 (16.2 – 39.6) (62.6 – 86.0) 

Ottawa (77.9 – 88.8) 36.6 (29.8 – 44.0) 80.2 (73.7 – 85.4) 
ion 8 73.1 (68.1 – 77.6) 35.8 (30.7 – 41.3) (62.4 – 72.3) 
District #10 73.9 (67.5 – 79.4) 39.3 69.6 (63.1 – 75.4) 
Muskegon 71.9 30.5 (22.8 – 39.4) 64.5 (56.1 – 72.0) 

District #2 75.5 (64.5 – 83.9) 41.9 (31.5 – 53.1) (59.1 – 79.3) 
District #4 76.7 (66.4 – 84.6) (24.5 – 45.8) 70.7 (60.1 – 79.4) 
Northwest Michigan (75.2 – 89.4) 29.7 (21.8 – 39.0) 79.2 (70.7 – 85.8) 
Benzie-Leelanau 82.1 (66.2 – 91.5) -----e  (57.1 – 86.1) 
Grand Traverse 78.5 (67.2 – 86.7) (19.3 – 40.6) 71.8 (59.9 – 81.3) 
ion 10 (73.4 – 82.1) 41.7 (36.5 – 47.1) 72.5 (67.7 – 76.9) 

76.6 (66.7 – 84.2) 44.9 (34.5 – 55.8) 67.6 
Huron -----e  -----e -----e  
Saginaw 81.5 40.0 (32.4 – 48.0) 78.0 (70.6 – 84.0) 
Sanilac (53.4 – 81.6) -----  e  66.7 (50.7 – 79.5) 

Central Michigan 73.3 (65.7 – 79.7) 42.9 68.4 (60.7 – 75.2) 
Midland (61.1 – 81.2) 32.2 (22.4 – 44.0) 71.0 (59.9 – 80.0) 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 79.3 (62.4 – 89.8) -----e 74.0 (57.5 – 85.7) 
Western Upper Peninsula 73.4 (61.2 – 82.9) 41.0 (28.9 – 54.2) 68.5 (56.3 – 78.6) 

 Geographic Area lesterol 
Was Highb 

Cholesterol Checked 
Within Past 5 Yearsc 

Cholesterol Ever Ever Told Cho

 % Confidence % 
95% 

Confidence % 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

 Michigan Total 78.7 (77.7 – 79.7) 34.5 (33.3 – 35.6) 73.8 (72.8 – 74.8) 

Region 7 78.9 34.5 73.2 
Allegan 73.6 (63.8 – 81.5) 31.2 (21.9 – 42.4) 65.1 (55.1 – 74.0) 

76.2 
Kent 77.8 (73.4 – 81.6) 32.7 (28.2 – 37.5) 72.2 (67.6 – 76.3) 
Mid-Michigand 79.4 (72.0 – 85.3) 44.2 (36.5 – 52.2) 74.0 (66.4 – 80.4) 

84.0 
Reg 67.5 

(32.7 – 46.4) 
(63.7 – 78.9) 

Region 9 79.3 (74.8 – 83.1) 33.8 (29.1 – 38.8) 73.6 (68.9 – 77.9) 
70.2 

34.4 
83.5 

74.2 
28.8 

Reg 78.1 
Bay (57.6 – 76.3) 

 
(74.3 – 87.0) 

69.2 
Tuscola 72.2 (57.3 – 83.4) -----e  68.5 (53.6 – 80.3) 

Region 11 73.0 (66.8 – 78.3) 39.3 (33.0 – 46.0) 69.3 (63.1 – 74.9) 
(35.1 – 51.1) 

72.3 
Region 12 75.8 (70.3 – 80.7) 36.3 (30.7 – 42.3) 69.3 (63.6 – 74.5) 

 

Delta-Menominee 80.2 (68.2 – 88.5) 35.0 (23.2 – 49.0) 76.5 (64.1 – 85.6) 
Chippewa -----e  -----e -----e  

75.3 (60.0 – 86.1) -----e 64.6 (49.8 – 77.0) 
75.7 (61.3 – 86.0) 20.1 64.9 (50.5 – 76.9) 
ever h g had their chole rol che  

 
Dickinson-Iron  
Marquette (11.6 – 32.6) 

a Among all respondents, the proportion who reported avin ste cke
b Among those who ever had their blood cholesterol checked, the proportion who had ever been told by a doctor, nurse, or other 
health professional that their cholesterol was high. 
c Among all respondents, the proportion who reported that they have had their blood cholesterol checked within the past five years. 
d The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, 
while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties 
were included in the Regional estimate. 
e Sample size was too small (< 50) to compute a prevalence in this subgroup, but respondents from this local health department were 
included in the regional prevalence estimate.  

d. 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table ing

by Communit ssessment R
& Local Health Department 

2000-2004 Michigan BRFS

 8:  Current Smok

y Health A

 Status 

egion 
 

 

 

Cu nt Smoker  

95% Confide

  Geographic Area rre a

 % nce 
Interval 

  Michigan Total 24. ) 6 (23.9 – 25.3

       Region 1 24. ) 1 (23.0 – 25.2

6 (16.1 – 26.1
2 (23.3 – 29.3
6 (18.8 – 31.5
3 (18.2 – 22.5

Livingston 20. ) 
Macomb 26. ) 
Monroe 24. ) 
Oakland 20. ) 
St. Clair 32. ) 5 (26.9 – 38.7

0 (12.8 – 19.8
4 (26.5 – 32.5

Wayne exc. Detroit 24. ) 7 (22.4 – 27.2

       Region 2 26. (23.2 – 29.3) 1 

9 (24.3 – 40.5

       Region 3 24. ) 1 (20.2 – 28.5

9 
4 

5 (21.8 – 27.4

6 (22.5 – 33.4
4 (20.1 – 29.2
3 (19.6 – 27.4

       Region 5 25. (22.6 – 28.6) 4 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.J  29. ) oseph 0 (23.9 – 34.8
Calhoun 32. ) 0 (25.9 – 38.7

8 

Berrien 26.4 (21.0 – 32.6) 

 

Washtenaw 16. ) 
City of Detroit 29. ) 

Genesee 25.8 (22.4 – 29.6) 
Lapeer 31. ) 
Shiawassee 21.3 (14.8 – 29.7) 

Jackson 25. (20.9 – 31.6) 
Lenawee 21. (15.6 – 28.6) 

       Region 4 24. ) 

Barry-Eaton 27. ) 
Mid-Michiganb 24. ) 
Ingham 23. ) 

Kalamazoo 18. (15.1 – 23.2) 
Region 6 26.5 (22.4 – 30.9) 

Van Buren-Cass 26.5 (20.8 – 33.2) 

 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 8 Cont’d 

  Geographic Area 

  Michigan Total 24.6 .3) (23.9 – 25

(20.3 – 24.1) 

Kent 21.5 (19.1 – 24.0) 
Mid-Michiganb 24.4 (20.1 – 29.2) 
Ottawa 18.1 (14.3 – 22.5) 
ion 8 28.0 (24.8 – 31.4) 
District #10 26.0 (22.3 – 30.1) 
Muskegon 31.0 (25.6 – 37.0) 
ion 9 27.8 (24.7 – 31.0) 
District #2 31.9 (25.1 – 39.5) 
District #4 29.6 (23.0 – 37.2) 
Northwest Michigan 27.9 (22.2 – 34.4) 

ion 10 24.9 (21.8 – 28.2) 
Bay 20.9 (15.3 – 27.7) 
Huron 27.7 (18.0 – 39.9) 
Saginaw 23.8 (19.5 – 28.9) 
Sanilac 35.7 (24.9 – 48.2) 
Tuscola 25.9 (18.5 – 35.1) 

Region 11 27.0 (23.4 – 30.9) 
Central Michigan 29.1 (24.6 – 34.2) 
Midland 22.3 (17.3 – 28.3) 
ion 12 22.5 (19.4 – 26.0) 

Delta-Menominee 20.9 (14.7 – 28.8) 
Chippewa 25.0 (16.6 – 35.8) 
Dickinson-Iron 23.8 (16.5 – 33.2) 
Marquette 15.3 (9.7 – 23.4) 

portion who reported  least 1 tes in their life a

Current Smokera 

 % 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Region 7 22.1 
Allegan 27.6 (22.0 – 34.1) 
Ionia 27.2 (19.5 – 36.6) 

Reg

Reg

Benzie-Leelanau 14.3 (8.5 – 22.8) 
Grand Traverse 28.1 (21.5 – 35.7) 

Reg

Reg
Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 35.6 (25.9 – 46.6) 
Western Upper Peninsula 19.3 (13.8 – 26.4) 

a The pro  that they had ever smoked at 00 cigaret nd 
that they smoke cigarettes now. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were included in the 
Regional estimate. 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Tab
 

y Community Health Assessment
& Local Health Department 

 

2000-2004 Michigan BRFS 

le 9:  Diabetes 

b  Region 

 Diabete

% Confidenc
Interval 

7.6 (7.3 – 8.1) 

ion 1 7.8 (7.1 – 8.4) 

Monroe 7.1 (4.6 – 10.9) 

St. Clair 7.2 (4.7 – 10.7) 
Washtenaw 5.2 (3.7 – 7.3) 
City of Detroit 10.9 (9.2 – 13.0) 
Wayne exc. Detroit 7.8 (6.5 – 9.3) 

ion 2 8.1 (6.5 – 10.0) 

Genesee 8.7 (6.8 – 11.1) 
Lapeer 5.8 (2.9 – 11.3) 
Shiawassee 7.6 (4.3 – 13.0) 

ion 3 10.6 (7.9 – 13.9) 

Jackson 10.8 (7.7 – 15.1) 
Lenawee 10.2 (6.1 – 16.4) 

ion 4 6.2 (5.0 – 7.7) 

Barry-Eaton 5.9 (4.0 – 8.7) 
Mid-Michiganb 7.7 (5.5 – 10.7) 
Ingham 6.0 (4.4 – 8.3) 

ion 5 8.7 (7.1 – 10.6) 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 9.6 (7.0 – 13.1) 
Calhoun 9.8 (6.7 – 13.9) 
Kalamazoo 7.4 (5.1 – 10.6) 
ion 6 6.9 (5.2 – 9.2) 
Van Buren-Cass 7.8 (5.2 – 11.5) 
Berrien 6.2 (4.0 – 9.5) 

 

  Geographic Area Ever Told Have sa 

 % 95 e 

  Michigan Total 

       Reg

Livingston 6.7 (4.3 – 10.3) 
Macomb 7.1 (5.7 – 8.8) 

Oakland 6.8 (5.7 – 8.1) 

       Reg

       Reg

       Reg

       Reg

Reg

 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 9 Cont’d 

 Ever Told Hav

Interval 

6.3 (5.4 – 7.4) 

Ionia 8.6 (4.3 – 16.4) 
Kent 6.0 (4.9 – 7.3) 

ion 8 7.9 (6.4 – 9.8) 

ion 9 7.7 (6.2 – 9.6) 
District #2 7.5 (4.8 – 11.7) 
District #4 10.7 (7.0 – 16.0) 

Benzie-Leelanau 14.2 (8.5 – 22.6) 
Grand Traverse 3.4 (1.5 – 7.5) 
ion 10 6.8 (5.4 – 8.6) 
Bay 6.7 (4.1 – 10.7) 
Huron 4.9 (1.9 – 11.6) 
Saginaw 9.4 (6.8 – 12.7) 
Sanilac 4.3 (2.0 – 9.1) 
Tuscola 2.0 (0.9 – 4.4) 
ion 11 9.0 (7.1 – 11.4) 

Midland 8.6 (5.8 – 12.5) 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 10.5 (6.0 – 17.5) 
Western Upper Peninsula 10.4 (6.6 – 16.1) 
Delta-Menominee 8.4 (4.7 – 14.6) 
Chippewa 6.2 (2.5 – 14.4) 
Dickinson-Iron 7.3 (3.9 – 13.2) 
Marquette 6.5 (3.5 – 11.7) 

portion wh at the tes.  Women 

is

  Geographic Area e Diabetesa 

 % 95% Confidence 

  Michigan Total 7.6 (7.3 – 8.1) 

Region 7 
Allegan 7.5 (4.7 – 11.7) 

Mid-Michiganb 7.7 (5.5 – 10.7) 
Ottawa 4.9 (3.3 – 7.3) 

Reg
District #10 7.6 (5.7 – 10.0) 
Muskegon 8.4 (6.0 – 11.7) 

Reg

Northwest Michigan 6.5 (4.2 – 10.0) 

Reg

Reg
Central Michigan 9.2 (6.9 – 12.3) 

Region 12 8.3 (6.6 – 10.5) 

a The pro o reported that they had ever been told th y had diabe who 
had diabetes only during pregnancy were considered not to have been diagnosed. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department cons ts of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were included in the 
Regional estimate. 

 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 10:  Alcohol Consumption 
by Community Health Assessment Region 

& Local Health Departm
 

2001-2004 Michigan BRFS 
ent 

nga

17.4 

16.6 

17.3 
21.5 
17.2 
15.2 
17.9 

aw 16.7 
t 12.6 
etroit .8 – 6. 18.0 

16.3 

15.7 
20.9 

see 14.2 

17.7 
16.3 

18.8 

ton 18.0 
c 17.6 

20.5 

17.9 

ale-St.Joseph 6.8 .2 – 10 16.7 
12.2 
22.2 
15.6 

ass 22.2 
10.4 

 

 

 

  Geographic Area Heavy Drinki  Binge Drinkingb 

 % 95% Confidence 
Interval % 95% Confidence 

Interval 

  Michigan Total 5.4 (5.0 – 5.8) (16.7 – 18.1) 

       Region 1 5.3 (4.7 – 6.0) (15.6 – 17.8) 

Livingston 5.0 (2.7 – 8.9) (12.6 – 23.4) 
Macomb 7.7 (5.7 – 10.2) (18.5 – 24.9) 
Monroe 4.8 (2.5 – 9.0) (11.8 – 24.3) 
Oakland 5.3 (4.2 – 6.7) (13.3 – 17.3) 
St. Clair 8.5 (5.4 – 13.3) (13.2 – 23.8) 
Washten 5.6 (3.5 – 8.9) (13.1 – 21.2) 
City of Detroi 3.2 (2.1 – 4.9) (10.3 – 15.2) 
Wayne exc. D 5.0 (3 5) (15.7 – 20.5) 

       Region 2 3.9 (2.6 – 5.8) (13.6 – 19.4) 

Genesee 4.1 (2.6 – 6.4) (12.6 – 19.5) 
Lapeer 3.6 (1.1 – 11.0) (14.1 – 29.9) 
Shiawas 3.3 (1.1 – 9.8) (9.0 – 21.7) 

       Region 3 4.2 (2.2 – 7.6) 17.1 (13.2 – 21.8) 

Jackson 4.1 (2.1 – 7.9) (13.0 – 23.7) 
Lenawee 4.3 (1.4 – 12.7) (10.3 – 24.7) 

       Region 4 6.3 (4.7 – 8.5) (16.0 – 21.9) 

Barry-Ea 5.6 (3.1 – 9.8) (13.3 – 24.0) 
Mid-Michigan 5.8 (3.7 – 9.1) (13.4 – 22.7) 
Ingham 6.4 (4.1 – 9.9) (16.4 – 25.4) 

       Region 5 6.8 (5.1 – 9.1) (15.1 – 21.2) 

Branch-Hillsd (4 .8) (12.1 – 22.8) 
Calhoun 5.9 (3.1 – 10.7) (8.1 – 18.0) 
Kalamazoo 7.4 (4.7 – 11.5) (17.5 – 27.7) 

Region 6 6.5 (4.3 – 9.8) (12.1 – 20.0) 
Van Buren-C 10.1 (5.9 – 16.5) (16.1 – 29.8) 
Berrien 3.7 (1.8 – 7.4) (6.9 – 15.5) 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 10 Cont’d 

Heavy Drinkinga 

 % 95% Confidence % 95% Confidence 
l Interval Interva

(5.0 – 5.8) (16.7 – 18.1) 

Ionia 4.6 (1.8 – 11.3) 10.7 (6.0 – 18.3) 
Kent 4.4 (3.3 – 5.9) 18.0 (15.6 – 20.5) 
Mid-Michiganc 5.8 (3.7 – 9.1) 17.6 (13.4 – 22.7) 
Ottawa 2.2 (1.1 – 4.4) 15.6 (11.9 – 20.3) 
ion 8 6.4 (4.7 – 8.7) 19.0 (16.0 – 22.4) 
District #10 6.5 (4.5 – 9.3) 19.7 (16.0 – 24.1) 
Muskegon 6.2 (3.4 – 11.0) 18.0 (13.3 – 23.8) 
ion 9 5.6 (4.0 – 7.7) 18.4 (15.5 – 21.8) 
District #2 7.9 (4.5 – 13.5) 21.4 (15.3 – 29.1) 
District #4 7.4 (3.9 – 13.8) 20.0 (13.6 – 28.5) 
Northwest Michigan 4.8 (2.2 – 10.3) 18.3 (12.9 – 25.3) 
Benzie-Leelanau 4.4 (1.8 – 10.4) 13.9 (7.6 – 23.8) 
Grand Traverse 2.8 (1.0 – 7.4) 16.3 (10.7 – 23.9) 
ion 10 6.6 (4.7 – 9.1) 17.5 (14.6 – 20.9) 

Saginaw 6.1 (3.8 – 9.7) 13.6 (9.9 – 18.3) 
Sanilac 7.6 (2.8 – 18.8) 20.0 (11.4 – 32.5) 
Tuscola 9.6 (4.1 – 20.8) 15.9 (9.0 – 26.6) 
ion 11 4.6 (2.9 – 7.2) 20.5 (16.9 – 24.7) 
Central Michigan 4.8 (2.6 – 8.6) 22.4 (17.8 – 27.8) 
Midland 4.2 (2.4 – 7.0) 16.6 (11.9 – 22.9) 

Region 12 7.7 (5.7 – 10.3) 21.8 (18.4 – 25.7) 
Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 5.0 (2.2 – 11.2) 19.9 (11.6 – 32.0) 
Western Upper Peninsula 7.3 (3.7 – 13.9) 19.6 (13.5 – 27.7) 
Delta-Menominee 8.0 (4.3 – 14.4) 22.9 (16.0 – 31.5) 
Chippewa 10.8 (4.9 – 22.4) 26.3 (16.3 – 39.6) 
Dickinson-Iron 5.2 (1.6 – 16.0) 13.4 (7.4 – 23.0) 
Marquette 9.8 (5.4 – 17.1) 27.6 (19.2 – 38.0) 

  Geographic Area Binge Drinkingb 

  Michigan Total 5.4 17.4 

Region 7 3.7 (2.9 – 4.7) 16.7 (15.0 – 18.7) 
Allegan 3.0 (1.4 – 6.5) 14.2 (9.6 – 20.6) 

Reg

Reg

Reg
Bay 5.5 (2.6 – 11.2) 22.5 (16.4 – 30.0) 
Huron 5.9 (1.6 – 19.4) 24.0 (13.9 – 38.0) 

Reg

a The proportion who reported that they consumed 60 or more alcoholic drinks in the past month. 
b The proportion who reported consuming five or more drinks on one occasion at least once in the past month. 
c The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 
counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the 
respective counties were included in the Regional estimate. 

 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 11:  Immunizations Among Adults Aged 65 Years and Older 
by Community Health Assessment Region 

2001-2004 Michigan BRFS 
 

  Geographic Area N lu Sho Nev ad a o F t in Past Yeara er H Pneumonia Shotb

 % 95% Confidence 95% Confidence 
Interval % Interval 

an Total 65.8 61.0 (59.1 – 62.7) 

ion 1 62.9 (59.9 – 65.9) 59.3 (56.2 – 62.4) 

ion 2 65.4 56.2 (47.9 – 64.1) 

ion 3 70.3 61.0 (51.1 – 70.0) 

ion 5 69.5 62.9 (55.9 – 69.5) 

ion 6 60.1 (50.2 – 69.2) 55.8 (45.9 – 65.2) 

Region 7 70.4 (65.7 – 74.7) 66.1 (61.1 – 70.8) 

ion 8 64.8 (56.5 – 72.3) 65.5 (57.2 – 72.9) 

ion 9 73.3 (67.2 – 78.7) 67.1 (60.5 – 73.1) 

ion 11 68.8 67.0 (58.4 – 74.6) 

Region 12 62.5 (54.3 – 70.1) 59.0 (50.6 – 66.8) 
evale ates by local he artmen

e past year. 
a pne ot. 

 

 

 
 
 
 

  Michig (64.0 – 67.5) 

       Reg

       Reg (57.2 – 72.7) 

       Reg (60.7 – 78.4) 

       Region 4 69.4 (62.0 – 75.9) 61.3 (53.7 – 68.4) 

       Reg (62.8 – 75.5) 

Reg

Reg

Reg

Region 10 62.3 (54.5 – 69.5) 53.3 (45.5 – 61.0) 

Reg (60.2 – 76.3) 

Note:  Sample sizes were too small (< 50) to compute pr nce estim alth dep ts.   
Among those aged 65 years and older, … 
          a …the proportion who reported that they had not had a flu shot in th
          b …the proportion who reported that had never had umonia sh

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 12:  HIV Testing Among Those Aged 18-64 Years 
 

& Local Health Department 
 

2000-

by Community Health Assessment Region 

2004 Michigan BRFS 

Interv

  Michigan Total (44.8 – 46.7) 45.8 

       Region 1 (47.9 – 50.8) 49.4 

43.3 
47.8 
42.2 
46.2 

47.3 
62.0 
47.3 

       Region 2 (42.9 – 50.5) 46.6 

47.3 
40.0 

Shiawassee 51.2 (41.1 – 61.1) 

       Region 3 40.7 (35.3 – 46.4) 

Jackson 45.0 

  Geographic Area Ever Had an HIV Testa 

 % 95% Confidence 
al 

Livingston (36.7 – 50.2) 
Macomb (44.1 – 51.5) 
Monroe (34.9 – 49.8) 
Oakland (43.4 – 49.2) 
St. Clair 43.5 (36.8 – 50.4) 
Washtenaw (42.4 – 52.3) 
City of Detroit (58.3 – 65.5) 
Wayne exc. Detroit (44.2 – 50.5) 

Genesee (42.8 – 51.9) 
Lapeer (31.2 – 49.5) 

(37.9 – 52.3) 
Lenawee 35.1 (27.0 – 44.1) 

       Region 4 46.1 (42.6 – 49.7) 

Barry-Eaton 47.2 (40.5 – 54.1) 
Mid-Michiganb 41.5 (35.8 – 47.5) 
Ingham 46.4 (41.5 – 51.4) 

       Region 5 47.0 (43.2 – 50.9) 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 42.4 (35.7 – 49.3) 
Calhoun 49.7 (41.9 – 57.5) 
Kalamazoo 49.0 (43.1 – 55.0) 

Region 6 49.1 (43.8 – 54.4) 
Van Buren-Cass 56.2 (48.2 – 63.9) 
Berrien 43.7 (36.8 – 50.8) 

 

 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 12 Cont’d 

 Ever Had an

Interval 

(37.9 – 42.7) 

Ionia 37.5 (27.7 – 48.5) 
Kent 43.5 (40.3 – 46.7) 

ion 8 41.4 (37.4 – 45.5) 

ion 9 46.0 (41.9 – 50.1) 
District #2 37.0 (28.4 – 46.7) 
District #4 38.8 (30.5 – 47.7) 

Benzie-Leelanau 46.6 (34.4 – 59.2) 
Grand Traverse 53.8 (45.3 – 62.0) 
ion 10 39.6 (35.6 – 43.8) 
Bay 40.7 (32.8 – 49.2) 
Huron 25.9 (16.2 – 38.7) 
Saginaw 43.4 (37.2 – 49.8) 
Sanilac 45.5 (31.6 – 60.2) 
Tuscola 31.9 (22.9 – 42.5) 
ion 11 37.3 (32.7 – 42.1) 

Midland 36.0 (29.3 – 43.4) 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 44.7 (33.2 – 56.8) 
Western Upper Peninsula 37.3 (28.5 – 47.1) 
Delta-Menominee 41.3 (32.3 – 50.9) 
Chippewa 46.8 (34.1 – 59.9) 
Dickinson-Iron 45.0 (32.3 – 58.5) 
Marquette 34.3 (25.0 – 44.9) 

is

  Geographic Area  HIV Testa 

 % 95% Confidence 

  Michigan Total 45.8 (44.8 – 46.7) 

Region 7 40.3 
Allegan 38.5 (31.4 – 46.2) 

Mid-Michiganb 41.5 (35.8 – 47.5) 
Ottawa 35.4 (30.4 – 40.8) 

Reg
District #10 38.8 (34.0 – 43.9) 
Muskegon 45.2 (38.6 – 52.0) 

Reg

Northwest Michigan 50.3 (42.6 – 58.0) 

Reg

Reg
Central Michigan 37.8 (32.0 – 44.0) 

Region 12 40.8 (36.4 – 45.3) 

a Among those aged 18-64 years, the proportion who reported that they had ever been tested for 
HIV, apart from tests that were part of a blood donation. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department cons ts of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were included in the 
Regional estimate. 

 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Ta
by Community Health Assessment Region 

& Local Health Departme
 

2000-2004 Michigan BRFS 

ble 13:  Asthma 

nt 

Still H

nterval 
95%

8.6 

9.2 

8.7 
8.7 
9.1 
9.7 
7.2 

aw 10.7 
t 9.3 
etroit .9 – 15 8.9 

8.5 

8.8 
7.4 

see 8.5 

10.9 
10.5 

9.8 

ton 9.4 
c 8.8 

10.6 

7.5 

ale-St.Joseph 11.5 .4 – 15 7.6 
6.4 
7.9 
5.6 

ass 5.0 
6.1 

 

 

 

  Geographic Area Ever Told Have Asthmaa ave Asthmab 

 % 95% Confidence 
I %  Confidence 

Interval 

  Michigan Total 12.7 (12.2 – 13.2) (8.1 – 9.0) 

       Region 1 13.8 (12.9 – 14.7) (8.4 – 10.0) 

Livingston 11.9 (8.7 – 16.2) (5.9 – 12.7) 
Macomb 13.6 (11.4 – 16.1) (7.0 – 10.8) 
Monroe 10.5 (7.1 – 15.3) (6.0 – 13.6) 
Oakland 14.1 (12.4 – 16.0) (8.2 – 11.4) 
St. Clair 11.0 (7.5 – 15.8) (4.4 – 11.6) 
Washten 15.8 (12.7 – 19.4) (8.1 – 13.9) 
City of Detroi 14.5 (12.4 – 17.0) (7.5 – 11.4) 
Wayne exc. D 13.8 (11 .9) (7.4 – 10.6) 

       Region 2 13.4 (11.2 – 16.0) (6.8 – 10.6) 

Genesee 13.3 (10.7 – 16.3) (6.8 – 11.3) 
Lapeer 13.7 (8.5 – 21.6) (3.9 – 13.4) 
Shiawas 13.9 (8.8 – 21.3) (4.5 – 15.3) 

       Region 3 12.6 (9.7 – 16.2) 10.7 (8.1 – 14.1) 

Jackson 12.5 (9.1 – 17.0) (7.7 – 15.3) 
Lenawee 12.6 (8.1 – 19.2) (6.5 – 16.6) 

       Region 4 13.5 (11.5 – 15.8) (8.0 – 11.8) 

Barry-Ea 12.1 (8.6 – 16.7) (6.4 – 13.7) 
Mid-Michigan 11.4 (8.5 – 15.0) (6.3 – 12.2) 
Ingham 15.2 (12.2 – 18.7) (8.1 – 13.8) 

       Region 5 11.0 (9.2 – 13.2) (6.0 – 9.3) 

Branch-Hillsd (8 .5) (5.1 – 11.2) 
Calhoun 10.2 (7.1 – 14.5) (4.2 – 9.6) 
Kalamazoo 11.2 (8.4 – 14.8) (5.6 – 11.1) 

Region 6 9.6 (7.3 – 12.5) (4.0 – 7.8) 
Van Buren-C 9.2 (5.8 – 14.2) (2.8 – 8.6) 
Berrien 9.9 (7.0 – 13.8) (4.0 – 9.3) 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 13 Cont’d 

Ever Told Have Asthmaa

 % Interval 
95% Confidence % 95% Confidence  Interval 

(12.2 – 13.2) (8.1 – 9.0) 

Ionia 11.9 (6.7 – 20.3) 8.2 (3.9 – 16.3) 
Kent 11.3 (9.6 – 13.2) 7.2 (5.9 – 8.7) 
Mid-Michiganc 11.4 (8.5 – 15.0) 8.8 (6.3 – 12.2) 
Ottawa 11.8 (8.8 – 15.7) 8.9 (6.3 – 12.5) 
ion 8 11.6 (9.6 – 14.0) 7.2 (5.7 – 9.0) 
District #10 12.5 (10.0 – 15.5) 8.9 (6.9 – 11.5) 
Muskegon 10.3 (7.3 – 14.3) 4.5 (2.8 – 7.1) 
ion 9 13.7 (11.5 – 16.3) 9.4 (7.6 – 11.6) 
District #2 18.6 (13.0 – 26.0) 11.2 (7.1 – 17.1) 
District #4 11.6 (7.7 – 17.2) 9.2 (5.8 – 14.3) 
Northwest Michigan 13.8 (10.0 – 18.8) 9.5 (6.4 – 13.9) 
Benzie-Leelanau 11.2 (6.1 – 19.6) 8.8 (4.4 – 17.2) 
Grand Traverse 12.2 (8.0 – 18.1) 7.9 (4.6 – 13.1) 
ion 10 12.8 (10.5 – 15.4) 8.4 (6.5 – 10.7) 

Saginaw 9.4 (6.7 – 13.1) 5.8 (3.7 – 8.9) 
Sanilac 10.0 (5.0 – 19.1) 5.7 (2.2 – 13.8) 
Tuscola 22.0 (14.4 – 32.0) 14.1 (8.0 – 23.6) 
ion 11 12.4 (10.0 – 15.2) 8.6 (6.6 – 11.1) 
Central Michigan 12.3 (9.4 – 16.0) 8.4 (6.0 – 11.7) 
Midland 12.5 (9.0 – 17.1) 8.9 (5.9 – 13.2) 

Region 12 10.0 (8.0 – 12.6) 7.0 (5.4 – 9.1) 
Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 15.8 (9.6 – 25.1) 11.5 (6.6 – 19.4) 
Western Upper Peninsula 7.7 (4.5 – 12.8) 4.3 (2.1 – 8.6) 
Delta-Menominee 8.8 (5.2 – 14.5) 6.1 (3.2 – 11.5) 
Chippewa 7.6 (3.3 – 16.6) 7.6 (3.3 – 16.6) 
Dickinson-Iron 8.3 (4.4 – 15.2) 6.0 (2.9 – 12.1) 
Marquette 12.2 (7.4 – 19.6) 8.0 (4.5 – 13.6) 

  Geographic Area  Still Have Asthmab 

  Michigan Total 12.7 8.6 

Region 7 11.1 (9.7 – 12.5) 7.7 (6.6 – 9.0) 
Allegan 8.0 (5.2 – 12.3) 6.0 (3.5 – 10.0) 

Reg

Reg

Reg
Bay 13.2 (9.4 – 18.3) 8.5 (5.6 – 12.8) 
Huron 16.5 (8.9 – 28.4) 14.2 (7.1 – 26.3) 

Reg

a Proportion who reported that they had ever been told they have asthma. 
b Proportion who reported that they still have asthma. 
c The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 
counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the 
respective counties were included in the Regional estimate. 
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Table 14:  Colorectal Cancer Screening Among Adults Aged 50 Years and Older 
by Community Health Assessment Region 

& Loca
 

2001, 2002, 2004 Michigan BRFS 
l Health Department 

  Geographic Area Ever Had a Blood Stool Testa Had a Blood Stool Test in Past 
2 Yearsb 

% Confidence
Interval 

 Confiden
Interval 

52.4 (51.0 – 53.8) 33.8 (32.5 – 35.2) 

ion 1 47.7 (45.4 – 50.1) 30.4 

Livingston 53.3 (42.3 – 64.1) 35.3 (25.2 – 46.8) 
Macomb 49.9 (44.1 – 55.7) 31.5 (26.2 – 37.3) 
Monroe (15.8 – 35.8) 39.8 (28.7 – 52.0) 24.5 
Oakland 51.7 (47.2 – 56.2) 30.1 (26.0 – 34.5) 
St. Clair 45.4 (34.4 – 56.9) 22.5 (14.8 – 32.7) 
Washtenaw 48.6 (40.1 – 57.3) 34.7 (27.0 – 43.2) 
City of Detroit 43.0 (37.0 – 49.2) 29.7 (24.3 – 35.8) 
Wayne exc. Detroit 46.4 (41.6 – 51.3) 30.6 (26.3 – 35.2) 

ion 2 50.3 (44.4 – 56.2) 32.3 (27.1 – 37.9) 

Genesee 52.2 (44.9 – 59.4) 34.0 (27.6 – 41.1) 
Lapeerc     
Shiawassee 43.6 (31.5 – 56.6) 28.0 (18.1 – 40.7) 

Jackson 59.4 (49.2 – 68.8) 39.1 (29.9 – 49.1) 
Lenawee 41.8 (29.5 – 55.2) 15.7 (8.1 – 28.2) 

ion 4 61.4 (56.0 – 66.6) 39.4 (34.1 – 44.9) 

Barry-Eaton 63.1 (53.1 – 72.0) 45.6 (35.9 – 55.6) 
Mid-Michigand 60.3 (51.1 – 68.8) 37.9 (29.3 – 47.4) 
Ingham 60.0 (52.1 – 67.4) 35.6 (28.3 – 43.5) 

 Region 5 50.4 (44.9 – 55.8) 34.6 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 45.1 (36.1 – 54.5) 30.0 (22.1 – 39.2) 
Calhoun 42.8 (32.9 – 53.4) 29.9 (21.4 – 40.2) 
Kalamazoo 59.7 (51.2 – 67.7) 41.7 (33.1 – 50.9) 
ion 6 49.7 (42.3 – 57.2) 35.7 (28.9 – 43.2) 
Van Buren-Cass 53.7 (42.9 – 64.2) 36.1 (26.4 – 47.2) 
Berrien 46.8 (36.8 – 57.1) 35.4 (26.3 – 45.7) 

 

 % 95  % 95% ce 

  Michigan Total 

       Reg (28.3 – 32.7) 

       Reg

       Region 3 52.1 (44.1 – 60.1) 29.7 (23.0 – 37.3) 

       Reg

      (29.5 – 40.2) 

Reg
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Table 14 Cont’d 

Ever Had a Blood Stool Te a Ha

 % Interval 
95% Confidence % 95% Confidence 

Interval 

(51.0 – 53.8) (32.5 – 35.2) 

Ioniac     
Kent 62.9 (58.3 – 67.4) 43.3 (38.6 – 48.1) 
Mid-Michigand 60.3 (51.1 – 68.8) 37.9 (29.3 – 47.4) 
Ottawa 64.0 (54.9 – 72.2) 43.6 (34.9 – 52.7) 
ion 8 54.0 (48.0 – 59.8) 32.5 (27.3 – 38.3) 
District #10 52.1 (45.0 – 59.2) 33.8 (27.4 – 40.9) 
Muskegon 57.3 (46.8 – 67.3) 30.1 (21.6 – 40.3) 
ion 9 58.3 (53.0 – 63.5) 36.9 (31.9 – 42.2) 
District #2 54.0 (43.3 – 64.3) 34.2 (24.9 – 45.0) 
District #4 57.2 (45.1 – 68.4) 38.7 (28.0 – 50.6) 
Northwest Michigan 64.0 (54.2 – 72.7) 41.7 (32.2 – 51.8) 
Benzie-Leelanauc     
Grand Tr
ion 10 53.0 (47.0 – 58.9) 34.3 (29.0 – 40.1) 

Saginaw 56.7 (47.5 – 65.5) 38.3 (29.9 – 47.4) 
Sanilacc     
Tuscola 41.2 (28.4 – 55.3) 23.7 (13.8 – 37.5) 
ion 11 56.6 (50.0 – 63.0) 36.8 (30.7 – 43.4) 
Central Michigan 52.2 (43.8 – 60.5) 33.4 (25.9 – 41.8) 
Midland 65.9 (56.1 – 74.5) 44.3 (34.7 – 54.3) 

Region 12e 49.4 (43.0 – 55.7) 32.1 (26.4 – 38.4) 
ults aged 50 years and older, …

oportion who said that they had 
oportion who reported that t ool tes  home kit in the l  years.

 Mid-Michig
ties, while M

 of Clin tiot, and Montcal
 included in the 

ton an
higan e

t are Region 4 
, but only the 

 counties were inclu ate. 
sizes were ence e  by local health d ents.  

  Geographic Area st  d a Blood Stool Test in Past 
2 Yearsb 

  Michigan Total 52.4 33.8 

Region 7 62.7 (58.9 – 66.3) 42.0 (38.2 – 45.8) 
Allegan 63.9 (52.4 – 74.0) 38.4 (28.0 – 50.0) 

Reg

Reg

averse 47.1 (33.7 – 60.8) 27.3 (16.6 – 41.6) 
Reg

Bay 61.1 (47.9 – 72.9) 44.9 (32.5 – 57.9) 
Huronc     

Reg

Among ad  
a …the pr ever used a blood stool test using a home kit. 
b …the pr hey had a blood st t using a ast two  
c Sample size was too small (< 50) to compute a prevalence in this subgroup, but respondents from this local health department 
were included in the regional prevalence estimate.   
d The an District Health Department consists ton, Gra m.  Clin d Gratio
coun ontcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were Mid-Mic stimate
respective ded in the Regional estim
e Sample  too small (< 50) to compute preval stimates epartm

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
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Table 15:  Prostate Cancer Screening Among Men Aged 50 Years and 
Older 

by Community Health Assessment Region 
 

2001, 2002, 2004 Mi

 

chigan BRFS 

Ever

 % 95% dence
al 

 Confi
Interv

 

  Michigan Total 79.1 (77.3 – 80.9) 

       Region 1 (75.9 – 82.3) 79.2 

       Region 2 (72.3 – 87.6) 81.1 

       Region 4 (71.6 – 84.9) 79.0 

       Region 5 (67.6 – 82.2) 75.6 

70.6 

Region 7 (77.8 – 86.7) 82.7 

Region 8 (70.6 – 85.1) 78.7 

Region 9 78.6 (70.5 – 85.0) 

Region 10 (75.1 – 89.1) 83.3 

82.8 

69.8 
Note:  Sample sizes were too small (< 50) t  local health 

ments.  
ng those men aged 50 years and older, the propo d that t  ever h
tate-specific antigen (PSA) blood tes

o compute prevalence estimates by
depart
a Amo rtion who reporte hey had ad 
a pros t. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Geographic Area  Had a PSA Testa 

       Region 3 82.4 (71.8 – 89.6) 

Region 6 (58.2 – 80.6) 

Region 11 (73.6 – 89.3) 

Region 12 (59.8 – 78.2) 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
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Table 16:  Breast Cancer Screening Among Women Aged 40 Years and 
Older 

 

by Community Health Assessment Region 
 

2000, 2002, 2004 Michigan BRFS 

  Geographic Area Had Clinical Breast Exam & 
Ma ra mmography in Last Yea

 % 95% Confidence 
Interval 

  Michigan Total 55.5 (53.9 – 57.1) 

       Region 1 54.8 (52.1 – 57.4) 

       Region 2 57.7 (51.2 – 63.8) 

       Region 3 58.3 (49.3 – 66.8) 

       Region 4 57.9 (51.5 – 64.1) 

       Region 5 47.0 (40.8 – 53.3) 

Region 6 52.9 (44.5 – 61.1) 

Region 7 55.5 (51.3 – 59.6) 

Region 8 59.7 (52.7 – 66.4) 

Region 9 58.9 (52.5 – 65.0) 

Region 10 59.6 (52.5 – 66.4) 

Region 11 59.1 (51.4 – 66.4) 

Region 12 52.2 (45.0 – 59.3) 
Note:  2002 and 2004 data included diagnostic tests; data from 2000 excluded diagnostic tes
Note:  Sample

ts. 
sizes were too small (< 50) to compute prevalence estimates by local health 

 proportion who had both a clinical breast exam and 
mammogram in the past year. 

 
departments.   
a Among women aged 40 years and older, the
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Table 17:  Cervical Cancer Screening Among Women Aged 18 Years and 

2000, 2002, 2004 Michigan

Older 
 

by Community Health Assessment Region 
& Local Health Department 

 

 BRFS 

Had Pap Test in Last 3 Yearsa 

 Confiden

  Michigan Total 84.4 (83.4 – 85.4) 

       Region 1 85.2 (83.6 – 86.7) 

Livingston 87.9 (78.3 – 93.6) 
Macomb 86.4 (82.4 – 89.5) 

Oakland 87.3 (83.9 – 90.0) 
St. Clair 83.6 (74.8 – 89.7) 
Washtenaw 82.2 (75.4 – 87.4) 
City of Detroit 84.5 (80.5 – 87.8) 
Wayne exc. Detroit 84.4 (80.6 – 87.5) 

Region 2 81.5 (76.8 – 85.5) 

Genesee 82.0 (76.6 – 86.4) 

       Region 3 87.5 (80.8 – 92.1) 

Jackson 86.3 (78.2 – 91.7) 
Lenawee 

  Geographic Area 

 % 95% ce 
Interval 

Monroe 85.1 (76.2 – 91.0) 

       

Lapeer 69.0 (51.8 – 82.2) 
Shiawassee 90.3 (79.8 – 95.7) 

89.8 (74.8 – 96.3) 

       Region 4 89.1 (85.4 – 91.9) 

Barry-Eaton 87.4 (78.8 – 92.8) 
Mid-Michiganb 86.1 (78.0 – 91.5) 
Ingham 89.5 (84.2 – 93.1) 

       Region 5 83.2 (78.8 – 86.8) 

Branch-Hillsdale-St.Joseph 80.9 (72.8 – 87.0) 
Calhoun 77.6 (67.6 – 85.2) 
Kalamazoo 88.0 (81.4 – 92.5) 

Region 6 79.2 (72.6 – 84.5) 
Van Buren-Cass 83.8 (74.8 – 90.0) 
Berrien 75.2 (65.4 – 82.9) 

 

 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
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Table 17 Cont’d 

  Geographic Area 

  Michigan Total 84.4 (83.4 – 85.4) 

(83.7 – 88.6) 

Kent 87.1 (83.9 – 89.8) 
Mid-Michiganb 86.1 (78.0 – 91.5) 
Ottawa 89.6 (83.7 – 93.6) 
ion 8 82.6 (77.5 – 86.7) 
District #10 79.2 (72.5 – 84.5) 
Muskegon 87.9 (79.0 – 93.4) 
ion 9 83.9 (79.4 – 87.5) 
District #2 72.1 (59.7 – 81.8) 
District #4 86.5 (77.0 – 92.4) 
Northwest Michigan 79.3 (68.9 – 86.8) 
Benzie-Leelanau c-----   

ion 10d 84.0 (79.4 – 87.8) 

Midland 77.4 (65.8 – 85.8) 
ion 12d 79.1 (72.5 – 84.5) 

years. 

on 7 county
included in the 

estimate. 
size was to

local health depa
d Sample sizes w

ence e ample size < 50
al health 

nts.  

Had Pap Test in Last 3 Yearsa 

 % 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Region 7 86.3 
Allegan 80.4 (69.1 – 88.2) 
Ionia 86.5 (73.8 – 93.6) 

Reg

Reg

Grand Traverse 94.6 (87.7 – 97.7) 
Reg
Region 11 80.3 (74.1 – 85.3) 

Central Michigan 81.7 (74.1 – 87.5) 

Reg
Note:  2002 and 2004 data included diagnostic tests; data from 2000 excluded diagnostic tests. 
a Among women aged 18 years and older, the proportion who had a Pap test within the last 3 

b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton 
and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Regi .  All three counties were 
included in the Mid-Michigan estimate, but only the respective counties were 
Regional 
c Sample o small to compute a prevalence in this subgroup, but respondents from this 

rtment were included in the regional preval stimate.  (S ) 
ere too small (< 50) to compute prevalence estimates by loc

departme
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
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